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Introduction {#sec005}
============

Typhoid (enteric) fever caused by *Salmonella enterica* serovar Typhi (*S*. Typhi) is an important cause of morbidity and mortality. The global annual burden was estimated at approximately 12 million cases for 2010 \[[@pntd.0004616.ref001],[@pntd.0004616.ref002]\]. Most of these were effectively treated with antibiotics, although the case fatality rate remains at about 1% such that about 130,000 typhoid deaths occur annually. Antibiotic resistance is a challenge for effective treatment of typhoid and is likely to become increasingly problematic with the spread of multi-drug resistant strains \[[@pntd.0004616.ref003]\]. The situation is further complicated by increased incidence in some countries of *S*. Paratyphi A as a cause of enteric fever \[[@pntd.0004616.ref004]\]. This serovar is not prevented by currently available typhoid vaccines and represents an increasing threat to human health.

The incidence of typhoid and paratyphoid varies geographically, with south-central and south-east Asia having the highest incidence---typically exceeding 100 cases per 100,000 person-years for typhoid and with lower, variable rates for paratyphoid. In one multicenter study, the annual incidence of typhoid per 100,000 children aged 5--15 years was 180 in North Jakarta, Indonesia, 413 in Karachi, Pakistan and 494 in Kolkata, India \[[@pntd.0004616.ref005]\]. In the same settings, the annual incidence of paratyphoid was considerably lower, with the highest annual incidence reported from Pakistan of 72 per 100,000 children aged 2--16 years \[[@pntd.0004616.ref006]\].

The burden of typhoid fever shows substantial variation within as well as between countries. Commonly identified risk-factors include a lack of clean drinking water, poor sanitation, inadequate hygiene practices and low socio-economic status \[[@pntd.0004616.ref002],[@pntd.0004616.ref007]\]. Outbreaks may occur following a defined event of food or water contamination with the bacterium, in which case locally-specific risk factors or exposures may be identified e.g. eating milk products from a sweet shop, \[[@pntd.0004616.ref008]\]. In some instances the originating infection may be a chronic carrier who persistently sheds the bacterium as a result of infection of the gall bladder. Chronic carriage occurs following primary infection in approximately 2--5% of cases in the absence of antibiotic treatment and is strongly dependent on age and sex \[[@pntd.0004616.ref009]\]. However, the contribution of chronic carriers to typhoid transmission in endemic regions is unknown \[[@pntd.0004616.ref010]\].

Several safe and effective vaccines that could help reduce disease burden are licensed and available in India. Three or four doses of orally-administered, live-attenuated Ty21a provide about 50--70% protection for at least 7 years and are licensed in capsule form from 5 years of age or as a liquid formulation from 2 years of age \[[@pntd.0004616.ref011],[@pntd.0004616.ref012],[@pntd.0004616.ref013]\]. The single-dose injectable Vi polysaccharide vaccine provides similar levels of protection for at least 3 years and is licensed from 2 years of age \[[@pntd.0004616.ref011],[@pntd.0004616.ref014],[@pntd.0004616.ref015]\]. A Vi polysaccharide conjugated to P*seudomonas aeruginosa* exotoxin A (rEPA) as a carrier protein and administered to 2--5 year old children gave approximately 90% protective efficacy against typhoid over 4 years \[[@pntd.0004616.ref016],[@pntd.0004616.ref017]\]. More recently, two Vi polysaccharide vaccines conjugated to tetanus toxoid have been licensed in India from 3--6 months of age based on their encouraging immunogenicity \[[@pntd.0004616.ref018]\]. The immunogenicity of conjugate typhoid vaccines in children under 2 years of age (cf. Vi polysaccharide vaccines) is an important advance, given the significant burden of disease in young children and infants \[[@pntd.0004616.ref019]\].

The WHO recommends the programmatic use of typhoid vaccines for controlling endemic disease, although in most countries vaccinating only high risk populations is recommended \[[@pntd.0004616.ref020]\]. In India, routine typhoid vaccination is not implemented and decision-making has been hampered by the lack of reliable disease burden data with very few prospective surveillance studies in the past two decades. The one exception we are aware of is in Delhi where each year approximately 300,000 children aged 2--5 years are vaccinated with Vi polysaccharide vaccine. With the recent development of conjugate vaccines that can be administered to children under 2 years old, the case for more widespread immunization is stronger and in 2014 the Indian Academy of Pediatrics (IAP) Advisory Committee on Vaccines and Immunization Practices (ACVIP) strongly urged the Government of India (GoI) "to include universal typhoid vaccination in its UIP \[Universal Immunisation Programme\] all over the country." \[[@pntd.0004616.ref021]\]

The GoI decisions about whether to introduce a public typhoid vaccination program, its extent and the immunization schedule, need to be based on a firm understanding of the disease burden and the age-groups and geographic areas at risk. We therefore carried out a systematic review to estimate the burden of typhoid and paratyphoid in India and to identify knowledge gaps that need further evaluation. We searched for hospital and community-based studies that reported the incidence or prevalence of typhoid and paratyphoid fever and used meta-analysis and meta-regression models to summarize our findings and identify risk factors for disease.

Methods {#sec006}
=======

Systematic review {#sec007}
-----------------

We searched Medline and the Web of Science literature databases for articles published between 1950 and May 2015 for studies on the burden of typhoid or paratyphoid fever in India, with no language restriction. The search consisted of terms related to typhoid or paratyphoid fever (typhoid OR Salmonella Typhi OR enteric fever OR Salmonella enterica OR paratyphoid OR Paratyphi), combined with terms for Indian geography (including a list of state names) and terms for measures of incidence and prevalence (burden OR incidence OR prevalence OR mortality, etc.). The complete search term is given in the [S1 Appendix](#pntd.0004616.s001){ref-type="supplementary-material"}.

Titles and abstracts of articles were read to identify potentially relevant articles. Studies were considered eligible for further examination in full text if they reported incidence, prevalence, number of reported cases, mortality or the burden of typhoid or paratyphoid in India. Studies were also examined in full text if only a title was returned by the initial search. Full text articles were obtained through online publisher websites, the British Library and the Christian Medical College library in India. We excluded papers reporting a small number of cases (n \< 10), no information about the number of S. Typhi or Paratyphi infections, no laboratory confirmation of infection (based on culture or serology), no distinction between *Salmonella* serovars, vaccine trials (unless cluster-randomized with a control arm), unknown geographical areas or outside India, or a review of the literature only. If the typhoid burden was reported multiple times for the same region, study population and time period, the study with the longest follow up time was selected.

Two reviewers (CVA and NCG) independently extracted data from the included studies and entered these into independent Excel databases. Disagreements between the two databases were resolved by consensus among all authors. Year of publication, study design, setting (hospital or community based study), study location, inclusion and exclusion criteria for study participants, start and end date of recruitment, type of samples, laboratory tests, whether the study was an outbreak report, number of participants, number of cases, age distribution of cases and sex of cases were collected. Longitude and latitude information of the study location was obtained from the US National Geospatial Intelligence Agency \[[@pntd.0004616.ref022]\].

The outcome measures of interest were the prevalence of *S*. Typhi or Paratyphi among patients tested for infection in hospital settings or the incidence of typhoid and paratyphoid fever recorded in community studies. We did not publish our study protocol prior to completing the systematic review.

Statistical analysis {#sec008}
--------------------

We calculated the proportion of patients with laboratory confirmed typhoid or paratyphoid fever together with Wald 95% confidence intervals calculated on a logit scale for each study reporting data from hospitals \[[@pntd.0004616.ref023]\]. Pooled estimates of prevalence were obtained by combining studies in a binomial regression model with a normally distributed random effect on the intercept. Heterogeneity between the studies was assessed using a likelihood ratio test (LRT) comparing a saturated mixed-effects model (with dummy variables for the random-effects) with a fixed-effects only model. A stratified analysis was performed due to anticipated heterogeneity between studies, based on the characteristics of the patients included in the studies (either fever described in the publication as suspected typhoid fever or fever where clinical suspicion of typhoid is either not present or not reported (hereafter just termed 'fever')). Independent variables potentially associated with the prevalence of typhoid or paratyphoid were included as fixed-effects in univariate and multivariate binomial meta-regression models.

The incidence of typhoid and paratyphoid was calculated per 100,000 person-years of observation for prospective community-based studies and Wald 95% confidence intervals calculated on a log scale. Pooled estimates of incidence were obtained by combining studies in a Poisson regression model with a normally distributed random effect on the intercept and heterogeneity assessed as above. Independent variables potentially associated with the incidence of typhoid or paratyphoid were included as fixed effects in univariate and multivariate Poisson meta-regression models.

Analyses were all performed in the R statistical programming language using the 'metafor' package \[[@pntd.0004616.ref024],[@pntd.0004616.ref025]\].

Results {#sec009}
=======

Characteristics of included studies {#sec010}
-----------------------------------

The search strategy initially yielded 1,152 records of which 361 were duplicates ([Fig 1](#pntd.0004616.g001){ref-type="fig"}). Six hundred and eleven records were excluded after screening the title and abstract. Full text copies were retrieved for 160 of 180 potential relevant records. After excluding non-eligible articles and duplicates, we included 37 studies that reported on typhoid and 18 that reported on paratyphoid. The characteristics of the included studies are given as Table A in the [S1 Appendix](#pntd.0004616.s001){ref-type="supplementary-material"}.

![Flow diagram showing the number of articles identified in the systematic review on typhoid and paratyphoid in India.](pntd.0004616.g001){#pntd.0004616.g001}

Three studies of typhoid were community cohorts while the other 34 were conducted in hospitals, with all but 3 conducted in urban settings. Among the studies conducted in hospitals, 13 included participants with fever and 21 with suspected typhoid fever while all the community based studies included participants with fever. Thirty of the hospital studies and both the community studies reported culture confirmed typhoid, while four studies reported either a combination of culture and serology or serology alone. Studies reporting typhoid based on serology were included only if the serologic diagnostic criteria was clearly described.

All of the 18 studies reporting the prevalence of paratyphoid included *S*. Paratyphi A, and one described both *S*. Paratyphi A and B. Incidence of paratyphoid was described in two community cohort studies that reported from the same location (Kolkata).

Hospital-based studies {#sec011}
----------------------

The estimated prevalence of *S*. Typhi detected through culture or serology across all hospital-based studies in the random effects model was 9.7% (95% confidence interval (CI): 5.7--16.0%) ([Fig 2](#pntd.0004616.g002){ref-type="fig"}). There was significant heterogeneity in prevalence among studies (LRT p\<0.001). Prevalence was higher among participants with suspected typhoid fever (estimated prevalence in separate random-effects model was 14.5%, 95% CI: 8.4--23.9%) compared with fever (estimated prevalence 4.9%, 95% CI: 1.9--12%). This was confirmed in the univariate mixed-effects, meta-regression model (Odds Ratio (OR) of laboratory confirmation for suspected typhoid fever compared with fever was 3.34, 95% CI: 1.11--10.1; p = 0.032) ([Table 1](#pntd.0004616.t001){ref-type="table"}). In the same analysis, study year (or midpoint for multiannual studies) was significantly associated with the odds of laboratory confirmation of typhoid. The OR was 0.95 (95% CI: 0.92--0.99) for each unit increment in the study year, although this decline is apparent in the forest plot only for studies from 1991 onwards ([Fig 2](#pntd.0004616.g002){ref-type="fig"}). Typhoid was also more likely to be confirmed for studies that reported during an outbreak, although this was only of borderline significance in the univariate analysis (OR 3.66, 95% CI: 0.95--14.1; p = 0.060). Other study characteristics, including location (urban vs. rural, latitude) and type of laboratory assay (culture, serology or both) were not significantly associated with the odds of confirmation of typhoid. In the multivariate meta-regression model including all covariates, the year of the study and whether it reported during an outbreak were significantly associated with the odds of laboratory confirmation of typhoid ([Table 2](#pntd.0004616.t002){ref-type="table"}). The duration of fever among patients eligible for testing and their age distribution were available in only 9 of the 37 including studies and therefore subgroup and meta-regression analysis based on these variables were not carried out.

10.1371/journal.pntd.0004616.t001

###### Meta-regression of variables associated with the proportion of individuals who are confirmed to have typhoid fever based on a univariate and multivariate model.

![](pntd.0004616.t001){#pntd.0004616.t001g}

  Variable                              Univariate           P-value     Multivariate         P-value
  ------------------------------------- -------------------- ----------- -------------------- -----------
  case definition                                                                             
   - fever                              \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - suspected typhoid fever            3.34 (1.11, 10.06)   *0*.*032*   1.53 (0.50, 4.66)    0.457
  Outbreak (yes vs no)                                                                        
   - no                                 \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - yes                                3.66 (0.95, 14.10)   0.060       3.95 (1.19, 13.13)   *0*.*025*
  Setting                                                                                     
   - rural                              \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - urban                              0.65 (0.09, 4.88)    0.673       0.92 (0.15, 5.69)    0.928
  latitude (10^−6^ degrees)             0.76 (0.31, 1.84)    0.538       0.70 (0.30, 1.62)    0.402
  Year of study (midpoint)              0.95 (0.92, 0.99)    *0*.*011*   0.96 (0.92, 0.99)    *0*.*022*
  Year of study (midpoint) by decade:                                                         
   - 1950--1959                         ref.                             ref.                 
   - 1960--1969                         1.3 (0.14, 12.05)                1.15 (0.14, 9.47)    
   - 1970--1979                         1.47 (0.14, 15.65)               1.13 (0.11, 12.14)   
   - 1980--1989                         18.94 (1.71, 209)                20.94 (1.4, 312)     
   - 1990--1999                         4.38 (0.58, 32.88)               3.28 (0.46, 23.62)   
   - 2000--2009                         0.27 (0.04, 1.99)                0.25 (0.03, 1.85)    
   - 2010--2015                         0.82 (0.07, 9.13)                1.07 (0.08, 14.23)   
  Laboratory assay                                                                            
   - culture                            \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - culture or serology                1.57 (0.14, 16.93)   0.712       2.66 (0.33, 21.26)   0.357
   - serology only                      0.26 (0.02, 2.88)    0.275       0.40 (0.04, 3.74)    0.420

![Prevalence of laboratory confirmed typhoid among patients with fever or suspected typhoid fever ordered by study year.\
Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals, which are also given in square brackets for each study. Diamonds show the pooled estimates by patient group and overall together with 95% confidence intervals based on the fit of the random effects (RE) binomial (meta-) regression model. \*indicates studies carried out during an outbreak of typhoid fever. \^indicates studies that used serology (alone or in addition to culture) to test for typhoid fever.](pntd.0004616.g002){#pntd.0004616.g002}

10.1371/journal.pntd.0004616.t002

###### Meta-regression of variables associated with the proportion of individuals who are confirmed to have paratyphoid fever based on a univariate and multivariate model.

![](pntd.0004616.t002){#pntd.0004616.t002g}

  Variable                     Univariate           P-value     Multivariate         P-value
  ---------------------------- -------------------- ----------- -------------------- -----------
  Case definition                                                                    
   - fever                     \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - suspected typhoid fever   0.73 (0.19, 2.77)    0.647       0.56 (0.17, 1.86)    0.344
  Outbreak (yes vs no)                                                               
   - no                        \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - yes                       2.57 (0.43, 15.38)   0.302       4.16 (0.91, 19.04)   0.067
  Setting                                                                            
   - rural                     \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - urban                     0.09 (0.01, 0.73)    *0*.*025*   0.06 (0.01, 0.45)    *0*.*007*
  latitude (10^−6^ degrees)    0.52 (0.23, 1.16)    0.111       0.96 (0.40, 2.32)    0.929
  Year of study (midpoint)     1.01 (0.98, 1.05)    0.505       1.00 (0.97, 1.03)    0.881
  Laboratory assay                                                                   
   - culture                   \-                   \-          \-                   \-
   - culture or serology       1.03 (0.08, 13.83)   0.981       0.90 (0.07, 11.94)   0.936
   - serology only             4.25 (0.32, 57.31)   0.276       3.69 (0.27, 49.56)   0.325

The estimated prevalence of laboratory confirmed paratyphoid across the hospital-based studies in the random effects model was 0.9% (95% CI: 0.5--1.7%) ([Fig 3](#pntd.0004616.g003){ref-type="fig"}). There was significant heterogeneity among studies (LRT p\<0.001). Prevalence was not significantly different according to whether studies included patients with fever or suspected typhoid fever. In the univariate and multivariate meta-regression models only location (urban vs. rural) was significantly associated with the prevalence of paratyphoid, although this was driven by a single rural study with high prevalence \[[@pntd.0004616.ref026]\] ([Table 2](#pntd.0004616.t002){ref-type="table"}). In the multivariate meta-regression model, reporting during a typhoid outbreak was associated with an increased odds of laboratory confirmed paratyphoid of borderline statistical significance (OR 4.16, 95% CI: 0.91--19.0; p = 0.067).

![Prevalence of laboratory confirmed paratyphoid among patients with fever or suspected typhoid fever ordered by study year.\
Details as for [Fig 2](#pntd.0004616.g002){ref-type="fig"}.](pntd.0004616.g003){#pntd.0004616.g003}

Funnel plots of typhoid and paratyphoid prevalence against study size were strongly suggestive of publication bias, such that studies with high prevalence were more likely to be published (Figs A and B in [S1 Appendix](#pntd.0004616.s001){ref-type="supplementary-material"}).

Community cohort studies of incidence {#sec012}
-------------------------------------

The incidence of laboratory confirmed typhoid fever varied between the two locations where community cohort studies were carried out, with a more than four times higher incidence in Kalkaji (Delhi) of 976 per 100,000 person-years (95% CI: 736--1250) compared with Kolkata (pooled estimate 235, 95% CI: 203--271) ([Fig 4A](#pntd.0004616.g004){ref-type="fig"}). Although the former study reported for individuals aged 0--40 years and the latter for all ages (under 2s were excluded in \[[@pntd.0004616.ref027]\]), this does not explain this large difference in incidence, since individuals over 40 years old made up only 24% of the population in 2000 \[[@pntd.0004616.ref028]\]. The pooled incidence across all studies was 377 (95% CI: 178--801) per 100,000 person-years although with significant heterogeneity among studies (LRT p\<0.001). It was difficult to compare the age-distribution of typhoid incidence between studies because of differences in reporting of age-categories, although incidence was typically highest in the 2--4 year age-group ([Fig 4B](#pntd.0004616.g004){ref-type="fig"}).

![Incidence of typhoid fever based on community cohort studies.\
A) Incidence by study and pooled estimates (diamonds) are shown based on the fit of the random effect (RE) Poisson (meta-) regression model. The error bars and horizontal extent of the diamonds correspond with the 95% confidence intervals, which are also given in square brackets. B) Incidence by age-group for each study. Note differences in the definitions of the age-categories. We used the number of people enumerated at baseline to estimate the number of individuals at risk for the Kolkata 2004 estimate, since person-years of observation was not reported in this study \[[@pntd.0004616.ref029]\].](pntd.0004616.g004){#pntd.0004616.g004}

The incidence of paratyphoid was only reported for two studies in Kolkata that met our inclusion criteria, which gave a pooled estimate of incidence of 105 per 100,000 person years (95% CI: 74--148) for all ages (although \[[@pntd.0004616.ref027]\] only reported from 2 years of age).

Note that the incidence of typhoid and paratyphoid in 2004 in Kolkata was estimated using number of individuals in the relevant study area and age-group at baseline because the number of person-years of observation was not reported \[[@pntd.0004616.ref005],[@pntd.0004616.ref029]\].

Discussion {#sec013}
==========

There have, surprisingly, been very few epidemiological investigations of the incidence of typhoid in India. The three community cohort studies that we identified in Kolkata and Delhi, the last of which reported data nearly a decade back, suggest a variable incidence of typhoid both over time as well as across regions. The variable burden of typhoid was also apparent in the meta-analysis of hospital-based studies, which showed significant heterogeneity in the reported prevalence of laboratory confirmed typhoid among patients with fever or suspected typhoid fever.

In the meta-regression of hospital studies, testing of patients with suspected typhoid fever or during a typhoid outbreak was more likely to lead to laboratory confirmation of typhoid fever. The meta-regression also revealed a significant decline in laboratory confirmed typhoid among patients with fever or suspected typhoid fever over time, apparent since the early 1990s ([Fig 2](#pntd.0004616.g002){ref-type="fig"}). The odds of detecting typhoid decreased by approximately 5% each year and this remained significant in the multivariate model accounting for differences in study location, laboratory assay, case definition and whether reporting was during an outbreak. Grouping the studies by decade shows that this significant decline is largely the result of the high prevalence of typhoid in hospital studies during 1980--2000 compared with more recent studies ([Table 1](#pntd.0004616.t001){ref-type="table"}). The cause of the high rate of typhoid isolation at this time is not clear. Moreover, inference of a trend from hospital-based studies in different locations and with variable health-seeking behaviours must be tentative. In particular, it is possible that increased use of effective antibiotics before blood collection could have contributed to this decline. The prevalence of typhoid fever was not significantly associated with any other covariates, including study location (latitude, urban vs. rural), although the number of studies in rural areas was small, limiting the power of this analysis.

The incidence of paratyphoid was reported in only two studies that met our inclusion criteria, both in Kolkata. The estimated incidence of paratyphoid in this setting was 105 per 100,000 person years, which compared with 235 per 100,000 person years for typhoid. In Kalkaji (Delhi) the incidence of paratyphoid was not originally reported, although in a companion publication \[[@pntd.0004616.ref030]\] the number of paratyphoid cases recorded during a slightly longer follow-up (18 months) compared with the original study (12 months) \[[@pntd.0004616.ref031]\] was 31 compared with 98 for typhoid over the same period. These estimates suggest an incidence rate for paratyphoid in these settings that is about 30--50% of the rate estimated for typhoid. The lower incidence of paratyphoid was confirmed in the meta-regression of hospital-based studies, which found a prevalence for paratyphoid that was approximately 10-fold lower than for typhoid (estimated pooled prevalence of 0.9% vs. 10.7%). The significantly lower prevalence of paratyphoid among patients tested in hospital may also reflect the shorter duration of fever and more mild clinical characteristics of paratyphoid compared with typhoid \[[@pntd.0004616.ref032]\]. Although significant heterogeneity in the prevalence of paratyphoid was identified among the hospital-based studies, this was not associated with case definition, laboratory assay, whether an outbreak was reported or any other study covariates, with the exception of study location. Prevalence was significantly higher in rural compared with urban locations, but this result was driven by a single study of paratyphoid in a rural area that had high prevalence.

Consistent across the community cohort studies was the finding of a high incidence of typhoid in children under five years of age, suggestive of a substantial burden in a group that would benefit from infant rather than school-based immunization. This is consistent with recent recommendations from the IAP on the creation of an immunisation slot at 9--12 months of age for typhoid vaccination \[[@pntd.0004616.ref021]\]. Risk-factors that would allow targeting of infant immunization to high-risk groups were not identified in this systematic review and meta-analysis. Significant heterogeneity was observed among studies, but this is likely in part to reflect differences in patient inclusion criteria, laboratory methods and changes in antimicrobial use and resistance patterns. Vaccine introduction is likely to be more sustainable, equitable and to provide indirect herd effects when it is done through the universal immunisation programme.

The age-distribution of paratyphoid incidence was not reported, although the mean age in 2004 in Kolkata was reported as being significantly higher compared with typhoid (17.1 vs. 14.7 years)\[[@pntd.0004616.ref029]\]. Paratyphoid vaccines are not yet available and currently licensed typhoid vaccines offer limited or no protective immunity against paratyphoid A and B, the predominant serotypes \[[@pntd.0004616.ref033]\]. However, vaccines are in the development pipeline, including bivalent conjugate vaccines that could offer protection against both typhoid and paratyphoid.

There were limitations common to published studies that hampered our systematic review of the burden and risk factors for typhoid and paratyphoid fever in India. There have been only three community cohort studies of incidence, in just two locations and with highly variable findings. Although far more numerous, the hospital-based studies have a number of limitations. Firstly, hospital studies provide no information about incidence without a detailed understanding of local health-seeking behaviour---something missing from published studies. Secondly, they had varying inclusion criteria for patients, sample collection and laboratory methods, making interpretation of these data challenging. We focussed on laboratory confirmed typhoid or paratyphoid fever, mostly blood culture. However, blood culture has a poor sensitivity of about 50% and is strongly influenced by the quantity of blood, prior administration of antibiotics and culture techniques including quality of media \[[@pntd.0004616.ref034]\]. We excluded cross-sectional community studies using serology, since these were likely to be highly non-specific for typhoid. Thirdly, detailed data on the inclusion criteria for patients including the duration of fever and age-distribution were usually missing, limiting the number of covariates we could include in the meta-analysis. In some studies, a failure to clearly define inclusion criteria along with ambiguous reporting forced us to exclude them because the denominator population was unclear. Fourthly, most studies did not report clinical outcomes and therefore we were unable to evaluate trends in severe disease or mortality. Finally, there was evidence from the funnel plots for publication bias, such that studies finding a high burden of typhoid or paratyphoid were more likely to be reported and published. Therefore, while there appears to be a declining trend in typhoid isolation in hospitals, drawing inference about the underlying burden of disease from hospital based data needs to be approached cautiously.

The limitations of the community cohort and hospital-based studies make it difficult to estimate the total burden of typhoid and paratyphoid in India. Extrapolating the estimates of typhoid incidence from Kolkata and Delhi to the rest of India is clearly problematic. A naïve approach applying the pooled estimate of the incidence rate to the 2011 census population of 1.2 billion would give an estimated annual incidence of 4.6 million cases. This could be revised upwards by approximately twofold based on the poor sensitivity of culture-based confirmation of typhoid \[[@pntd.0004616.ref002]\]. However, the community cohort studies were deliberately planned in densely populated urban areas with poor sanitation, likely to have a high incidence of typhoid. Correcting the national estimate for access to improved water following the approach used for regional estimates by Mogasale et al. 2014 \[[@pntd.0004616.ref002]\] would give 2.1 million cases annually, or approximately 3.4 million correcting for imperfect culture sensitivity. Correction for other risk factors, such as population density, would likely reduce this estimate further.

Strengthening surveillance across geographically representative sentinel sites is key to better disease burden estimates. Inclusion of other data sources such as large healthcare facilities, and the National Disease Surveillance Project is likely to further understanding of disease burden.

Well defined surveillance criteria combined with standardized laboratory methods will greatly enhance comparability of estimates from diverse sites. Since blood cultures are highly dependent on volume of inoculum, prior antibiotic exposure and laboratory methods, a combination of conventional, molecular and serologic diagnostics modalities would probably be optimal. Information about time trends and antimicrobial resistance patterns that arise from such a systematic surveillance will enhance our understanding of typhoid and paratyphoid in India and strengthen public health decision making.
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